
Now that Dan Brown’s run away
bestseller The Da Vinci Code has
been made into a block buster

movie (it grossed $77 mil lion its first
week end), the storm over its con tro ver -
sial at tack against Je sus, the Bi ble and
Chris tian ity in gen eral has been re newed
with even greater fer vor. Movies of ten
have a greater im pact upon peo ple than
do the books upon which they are based.
The au dio-visual im pres sion, par tic u larly
at the hands of a tal ented di rec tor like
Ron Howard, is far more im pres sive than 
slog ging through al most 500 pages of a
small pa per back book.

Al though the movie has re ceived gen -
er ally luke warm re views, and was even
greeted with cat calls when it opened at
the Cannes Film Fes ti val this year, the
gen eral pub lic seems to have taken it to
their hearts. Even the long run ning time
of two-and-one-half hours did n’t seem to
bother most view ers. Not hav ing the priv -
i leges of main line me dia re view ers, I had
to wait un til the movie opened in the Se -
at tle area to see it. Af ter go ing to two the -
aters and find ing it sold out at the times I
could at tend, I fi nally got into the last
show ing at a third the ater.

It was ob vi ous that the au di ence was
lov ing the movie. It even re ceived a smat -
ter ing of ap plause. As the fel low two seats 
to my right was ex it ing af ter the show ing

he said, “What a great movie!” To which I 
re plied, “For the gull ible!”

And that is the truth. Peo ple must be
gull ible to be lieve that this work of fic tion 
rep re sents any thing more than the old
Gnos tic anti-Christ myths prop a gated by
Dan Brown and his ilk. Un for tu nately,
those myths are tak ing root in peo ple’s
minds be cause of the con vinc ing man ner
in which they are por trayed.

Some are ask ing why Chris tians are
get ting up set, af ter all, it’s just fic tion.
What’s the big deal?

True, it is merely fic tion. But many
are tak ing the al leged “his tor i cal” as pects
of the story as the truth. There are even
“Da Vinci tours” be ing con ducted where
peo ple are taken to the var i ous sites men -
tioned in the story. My wife, Jean, heard
from one woman she knows who took
the tour. It seems many peo ple on the
tour are ask ing the guides to take them to
the tomb of Mary Mag da lene.

Now, do you un der stand why it’s a big 
deal?

The ba sic prem ise of the film is that
Je sus Christ is not God in the flesh, but a
mere man. As one of the an tag o nists in
the movie said, “the great est story ever
told is a lie.” In the book, the line is, “the
great est story ever told is, in fact, the
great est story ever sold.”

The cen tral plot of the story, in which
the movie was gen er ally faith ful to the
book, is that Je sus mar ried Mary Mag da -
lene and they had chil dren whose off -
spring would as cend to the throne of
France through the Merovingian line of
kings. The her o ine, Sophie Neveu (Aud -
rey Tautou), is said to be the last sur viv ing 
de scen dant of Je sus Christ. Along with
the pro tag o nist, Rob ert Langdon (Tom
Hanks), Sophie em barks upon a quest to
find the Holy Grail, which will prove the
hy poth e sis of Christ’s mar riage. As it
turns out, the Holy Grail is not the cup
from which Je sus drank at the Last Sup -
per, and into which Jo seph of Arimathea
al leg edly cap tured His blood from the
cross. That, we are told, is the myth—“an
in ge niously con ceived al le gory.”1 The
real Holy Grail is the body of Mary Mag -
da lene, the hid den lo ca tion of which is
found in the rid dles of Sophie’s estranged
grand fa ther, Jaques Saunière (Jean-Pierre 
Marielle), murdered Grand Mas ter of a
se cret so ci ety charged with pro tect ing the
where abouts of Mag da lene’s sar coph a -
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gus. (Would it be in Lon don, in Scot -
land, in France?)

In the open ing scenes Saunière is
mur dered by Silas (Paul Bettany), an al -
bino monk serv ing the dic tates of his
Opus Dei mas ter, Bishop Aringarosa (Al -
fred Molina) who wants to find the map
to the Grail be fore it is made pub lic so
that it can be de stroyed. A se cret Vat i can
coun cil which Aringarosa serves wishes
to de stroy the ev i dence that would lead to 
the Grail’s lo ca tion in or der to keep se -
cret the “truth” that Je sus was mar ried
and had chil dren, thus ren der ing Him a
mere mor tal, and ex pos ing the church’s
com plic ity in sup press ing the more re li -
able Gnos tic “gos pels.”

Ac cord ing to the story, Le o nardo da
Vinci was a Grand Mas ter of the Pri ory of 
Sion, a se cret or ga ni za tion charged with
pro tect ing the lo ca tion of the Holy Grail.
His art was a me dium through which he
gave hints of his se cret knowl edge, and by 
which he con tin ued the tra di tion of the
“sa cred fem i nine” which had been de -
stroyed by “the Church.” His art, and the
cryp tic clues left to Sophie by Saunière
would re veal the rest ing place of Mary
Mag da lene.

The story is a ve hi cle for cel e bra tion
of the pa gan god dess, and for de stroy ing
the ve rac ity of Scrip ture, par tic u larly the
four Gos pels. And al though it is fraught
with his tor i cal, fac tual, and scrip tural er -
rors, it has been told in such a com pel ling 
way that many non-believers in Je sus (and 
many pro fess ing Chris tians) would find it 
be liev able.

In truth, there are so many er rors that
it is vir tu ally im pos si ble to ad dress them
all with out writ ing a book at least as long
as The Da Vinci Code it self. We will ad -
dress the more im por tant deceptions,
along with some that are merely fac tual
er rors. Using mostly sec u lar sources, our
fo cus will be pri mar ily upon the book
from which the movie was taken rather
than upon the movie. This is be cause the
book con tains more in-depth de scrip -
tions of the au thor’s claims.

None of the claims made in The Da
Vinci Code are orig i nal. Brown ad mit tedly 
gleaned his “his tory” from an ear lier,
pseudo-historical book, Holy Blood, Holy
Grail, writ ten by Mi chael Baigent, Rich -
ard Leigh, and Henry Lin coln. Holy
Blood, Holy Grail has al ready been de -
bunked as a Gnos tic myth.

To be gin, we must con sider one of the 
un der ly ing claims upon which the en tire
theme of the story rests. That is whether
or not the four Gos pels in the Bi ble are
re li able, or if they are less re li able than
the Gnos tic “gos pels.” For if the Gos pels
of Mat thew, Mark, Luke, and John can
be suc cess fully chal lenged for their ve rac -
ity, then the en tire life, min is try, death,
and res ur rec tion of Je sus—in deed His
very na ture as the only-begotten Son of
God—are sus pect. There is no sal va tion
for man kind. Death is the end of us.

(For an un der stand ing of gnosticism
see the accompaying ar ti cle, “Gnosticism
Explained” on page 17.)

DENIGRATING THE BIBLE
Brown not only as serts the su pe ri or ity 

of the Gnos tic “gos pels,” over the four
bib li cal Gos pels, he goes to great lengths
to vil ify the Bi ble in to tal. In a con ver sa -
tion with Rob ert Langdon and Sophie,
Langdon’s friend, Sir Leigh Teabing (Ian
McKellen), an avid Grail seeker, takes
great de light in serv ing that end: 

“To fully un der stand the Grail,” 
Teabing con tin ued, “we must first 
un der stand the Bi ble. How well
do you know the New Tes ta ment?”

Sophie shrugged. “Not at all, re -
ally. I was raised by a man who
wor shipped Le o nardo Da Vinci.”

Teabing looked both star tled
and pleased. “An en light ened
soul. Su perb! Then you must be
aware that Le o nardo was one of
the keep ers of the se cret of the
Holy Grail. And he hid clues in
his art.”

“Rob ert told me as much, yes.”

“And Da Vinci’s views on the
New Tes ta ment?”

“I have no idea.”
Teabing’s eyes turned mirth ful

as he mo tioned to the book shelf
across the room. “Rob ert, would
you mind? On the bot tom shelf.
La Storia di Le o nardo.”

Langdon went across the room,
found a large art book, and
brought it back, set ting it down on 
the ta ble be tween them. Twisting
the book to face Sophie, Teabing
flipped open the heavy cover and
pointed in side the rear cover to a
se ries of quo ta tions. “From Da
Vinci’s note book on po lem ics and 
spec u la tion,” Teabing said, in di -
cat ing one quote in par tic u lar. “I
think you’ll find this rel e vant to
our dis cus sion.”

Sophie read the words.

Many have made a trade of de lu -
sions

and false mir a cles, de ceiv ing the
stu pid mul ti tude.

—LEONARDO DA VINCI

“Here’s an other,” Teabing said, 
point ing to a dif fer ent quote.

Blinding ig no rance does mis lead us.
O! Wretched mor tals, open your eyes!
—LEONARDO DA VINCI

Sophie felt a chill. “Da Vinci is
talk ing about the Bi ble?”

Teabing nod ded. “Le o nardo’s
feel ings about the Bi ble re late di -
rectly to the Holy Grail. In fact,
Da Vinci painted the true Grail,
which I will show you mo men -
tarily, but first we must speak of
the Bi ble.”2

Did Le o nardo da Vinci re ally de spise
the Bi ble? Do these quotes re flect that ha -
tred? Or was da Vinci speak ing about
some thing else?

There is no his tor i cal re cord of da
Vinci’s feel ings to ward the Bi ble. We do
know that he de voted much of his tal ent
to pro duc ing art based on the Bi ble. And
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al though he may have been an tag o nis tic
toward the Cath o lic Church, as were many
of the Re nais sance art ists, there is no em -
pir i cal ev i dence to sup port Teabing’s
(read Brown’s) claim. And re gard less of
Brown’s in ter pre ta tion, there is also no
em pir i cal ev i dence to sug gest that da
Vinci en coded se cret mes sages in his art.

Does it re ally mat ter what da Vinci
thought about the Bi ble? No man, in clud -
ing Le o nardo da Vinci, is the fi nal ar bi ter 
of truth. As far as the quotes Brown at -
trib utes to da Vinci, they are what any
true dis ci ple of Je sus would say about
those who re ject the Bi ble as the in spired
Word of God. The “stu pid mul ti tude”
and “wretched mor tals” de scrip tions
could just as eas ily fit those who re ject
Christ. Did n’t Je sus tell us that there are
few who would find eter nal life through
gen u ine faith in Him as the only-begotten 
Son of God?

It is ob vi ous that Brown is set ting up
his read ers for a more vo cif er ous con -
dem na tion of the Bi ble:

Teabing smiled. “And ev ery -
thing you need to know about the
Bi ble can be summed up by the
great canon doc tor Martyn Percy.” 
Teabing cleared his throat and de -
clared, “The Bi ble did not ar rive
by fax from heaven.”

“I beg your par don?”
“The Bi ble is a prod uct of man,

my dear. Not of God. The Bi ble
did not fall mag i cally from the
clouds. Man cre ated it as a his tor i -
cal re cord of tu mul tu ous times,
and it has evolved through count -
less trans la tions, ad di tions, and
re vi sions. His tory has never had a
de fin i tive ver sion of the book.”

“Okay.”
“Je sus Christ was a his tor i cal fig -
ure of stag ger ing in flu ence, per -
haps the most enig matic and
in spi ra tional leader the world has
ever seen. As the proph e sied Mes -

siah, Je sus top pled kings, in spired
mil lions, and founded new phi los -
o phies. As a de scen dant of the
lines of King Sol o mon and King
Da vid, Je sus pos sessed a right ful
claim to the throne of the King of
the Jews. Un der stand ably, His life
was re corded by thou sands of fol -
low ers across the land.”3

True, the Bi ble did not ar rive by fax
from heaven. But its pro phetic in teg rity
at tests to the truth that its au thors were
in spired by God to write. No other writ -
ings on earth pos sess the pro phetic na -
ture of the Bi ble. The Bi ble has the
su per nat u ral ear marks of God’s hand
upon its words. That can not be said for
any other writ ings, and cer tainly not for
the so-called “gos pels” that con tra dict
what the Bi ble says.4 

Nor did Je sus found “new phi los o -
phies.” His words, many of which were
re state ments of the He brew proph ets, af -
firmed the orig i nal faith of Abra ham,
Isaac and Ja cob. Men have used His name 
through out the cen tu ries to found new
phi los o phies, but none of those phi los o -
phies may be at trib uted di rectly to Je sus.

Who is Martyn Percy, “the great
canon doc tor”?

The only real, liv ing per son named in
The Da Vinci Code, Percy is for mally
known as the Rev. Dr. Canon Martyn
Percy, Ad junct Pro fes sor of The ol ogy and 
Prin ci pal of Ripon Col lege Cuddesdon,
Ox ford, United King dom. You’ll find his 
works pro moted by The Cen ter for Pro -
gres sive Chris tian ity which bills it self as
“An ap proach to Chris tian ity that is in -
clu sive, in no va tive, in formed.” A pe rusal
of their Web site shows them to be
against Je sus Christ as the only way to
God. And Percy’s teach ings fit their bill.
In short, he is a lib eral theo lo gian whose
con cepts of Je sus and the Bi ble are neb u -
lous at best, and fit the phi los o phy of The
Da Vinci Code. 

By call ing Je sus the “proph e sied Mes -
siah,” Teabing (read Brown) is not say ing
that this is a fact, but in view of his over all 
con cept of Je sus, we must con clude that
he is merely stat ing an ac cepted idea.

…Teabing paused to sip his tea
and then placed the cup back on
the man tel. More than eighty gos -
pels were con sid ered for the New
Tes ta ment, and yet only a rel a tive
few were cho sen for in clu sion
–Mat thew, Mark, Luke, and John
among them.”

“Who chose which gos pels to
in clude?” Sophie asked.

“Aha!” Teabing burst in with
en thu si asm. “The fun da men tal
irony of Chris tian ity! The Bi ble,
as we know it to day, was col lated
by the pa gan Ro man em peror
Constantine the Great.”

“I thought Constantine was a
Chris tian,” Sophie said.

“Hardly,” Teabing scoffed. “He
was a life long pa gan who was bap -
tized on his death bed, too weak to
pro test. In Constantine’s day,
Rome’s of fi cial re li gion was sun
wor ship—the cult of Sol Invictus, or 
the In vin ci ble Sun—and Constan-
tine was its head priest. Un for tu -
nately for him, a grow ing re li gious 
turmoil was grip ping Rome. Three
cen tu ries af ter the cru ci fix ion of
Jesus Christ, Christ’s fol low ers had 
multiplied ex po nen tially. Chris tians 
and pa gans be gan war ring, and
the con flict grew to such pro por -
tions that it threat ened to rend
Rome in two. Constantine de cided
some thing had to be done. In 325
A.D., he de cided to unify Rome
un der a sin gle re li gion. Chris tian -
ity.”

Sophie was sur prised. “Why
would a pa gan em peror choose
Christianity as the of fi cial re li gion?”
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Teabing chuck led. “Constantine
was a very good busi ness man. He
could see that Chris tian ity was on
the rise and he sim ply backed the
win ning horse. His to rians still
marvel at the bril liance with which
Constantine con verted the sun
worshipping pa gans to Chris tian ity. 
By fus ing pa gan sym bols, dates,
and rit u als into the grow ing Chris -
tian tra di tion, he cre ated a kind of 
hy brid re li gion that was ac cept -
able to both par ties.”

“Trans mog ri fi ca tion,” Langdon
said. “The ves tiges of pa gan re li gion
in Chris tian symbology are un de -
ni able. Egyp tian sun disks be came 
the ha los of Cath o lic saints. Picto-
grams of Isis nurs ing her mi rac u -
lously con ceived son Horus became 
the blue print for our mod ern im -
ages of the Vir gin Mary nurs ing
Baby Je sus. And vir tu ally all the el -
e ments of the Cath o lic rit ual—the
mi ter, the al tar, the dox ol ogy, and
com mu nion, the act of ‘God-eat -
ing’—were taken di rectly from ear -
lier pa gan mys tery re li gions.

Teabing groaned. “Don’t get a
symbologist started on Chris tian
icons. Noth ing in Chris tian ity is
orig i nal. The pre-Christian God
Mithras—called the Son of God and
the Light of the World—was born on
De cem ber 25, died, was bur ied in
a rock tomb, and then res ur rected
in three days. By the way, De cem -
ber 25 is also the birth day of
Osiris, Adonis, and Di o ny sus.
The new born Krishna was pre -
sented with gold, frank in cense,
and myrrh. Even Chris tian ity’s
weekly holy day was sto len from
the pa gans.”

“What do you mean?”
“Or i ginally,” Langdon said,

“Chris tian ity hon ored the Jew ish
Sab bath of Sat ur day, but
Constantine shifted it to co in cide
with the pa gan’s ven er a tion day of 

the sun.” He paused, grin ning.
“To this day, most church go ers at -
tend ser vices on Sunday morn ing
with no idea that they are there on 
ac count of the pa gan sun god’s
weekly trib ute—Sunday.”

Sophie’s head was spin ning.
“And all of this re lates to the
Grail?”

“In deed,” Teabing said. “Stay
with me. Dur ing this fu sion of re -
li gions, Constantine needed to
strengthen the new Chris tian tra -
di tion, and held a fa mous ec u -
men i cal gath er ing known as the
Coun cil of Nicaea.”

Sophie had heard of it only in -
so far as its be ing the birth place of
the Ni cene Creed.

“At this gath er ing,” Teabing
said, “many as pects of Chris tian -
ity were de bated and voted
upon—the date of Easter, the role
of the bish ops, the ad min is tra tion 
of sac ra ments, and, of course, the
di vin ity of Je sus.”

“I don’t fol low. His di vin ity?”
“My dear,” Teabing de clared,

“until that mo ment in his tory,
Je sus was viewed by His fol low ers
as a mor tal prophet…a great and
pow er ful man, but a man none the -
less. A mor tal.”

“Not the Son of God?”
“Right,” Teabing said. “Je sus’

es tab lish ment as ‘the Son of God’
was of fi cially pro posed and voted
on by the Coun cil of Nicaea.”

“Hold on. You’re say ing Je sus’
di vin ity was the re sult of a vote?”

“A rel a tively close vote at that,”
Teabing added. “None the less, es -
tab lish ing Christ’s di vin ity was
crit i cal to the fur ther uni fi ca tion
of the Ro man em pire and to the
new Vat i can power base. By of fi -
cially en dors ing Je sus as the Son of 
God, Constantine turned Je sus
into a de ity who ex isted be yond
the scope of the hu man world, an

en tity whose power was
un chal lenge able. This not only
pre cluded fur ther pa gan chal -
lenges to Chris tian ity, but now
the fol low ers of Christ were able
to re deem them selves only via the
es tab lished sa cred chan nel—the
Ro man Cath o lic Church.”

Sophie glanced at Langdon,
and he gave her a soft nod of con -
cur rence.

“It was all about power,”
Teabing con tin ued. “Christ as
Mes siah was crit i cal to the func -
tion ing of Church and state.
Many schol ars claim that the early
Church lit er ally stole Je sus from
His orig i nal fol low ers, hi jack ing
His hu man mes sage, shroud ing it
in an im pen e tra ble cloak of di vin -
ity, and us ing it to ex pand their
own power.5

This is a mouth ful, and it is n’t over.
Brown is cor rect in enu mer at ing some of
the pa gan in flu ences within Ro man Ca -
thol i cism (and which per sist to day in
some Protestant churches). His state -
ment that Isis nurs ing Horus became the
“blue print for our mod ern im ages of the
Vir gin Mary nurs ing Baby Je sus” is true.
So what? Be cause some art ists took those
im ages as mod els for their works does not 
ne gate the more im por tant truths of the
Lord Je sus’ life and min is try.

It is also true that the Ro man Cath o -
lic Church took De cem ber 25 as Je sus’
birth date from Ro man pa gan ism. Again, 
so what? That does n’t ne gate the truth.
The im por tant thing is that He was born.

And if there is any thing Sa tan likes to
do, it is coun ter feit the truth. Of course
his de cep tions are go ing to take things
that re late to the true God and use them
to pro mote the wor ship of false gods.
This is why there are some sim i lar i ties be -
tween these pa gan be liefs and true faith
in the liv ing God.

We’ve writ ten of these things our -
selves in the past. The prob lem is that
Brown, as do many ig no rant peo ple,
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equates Ro man Ca thol i cism with the ear -
li est Chris tian ity. There is no de ny ing that 
the faith was usurped and per verted by men
seek ing power over the righ teous. But the 
truths about Je sus as the Son of God—the
Word of God who be came a man—date
back to the time He walked the earth.

CHRISTIANITY VS. PAGANISM?
At the time Constantine be came em -

peror there was no power strug gle be -
tween the pa gan Romans and Chris tians. 
Chris tians were not “war ring” against the 
pa gans. They largely went to their deaths
with out re sis tance. They were still be ing
per se cuted and the pa gan re li gion of
Rome was dom i nant when Constantine
came to power. There was no com pel ling
rea son for Constantine to take the side of 
Chris tian ity against the pa gan re li gion of
Rome. On the con trary, the nat u ral in cli -
na tion would have been to main tain the
sta tus quo and con tinue al low ing Chris -
tians to be per se cuted. His to rian Ed ward
Gib bon gives no quar ter to Constantine
re gard ing his vac il la tion be tween his pa -
gan roots and his new-found Chris tian ity
dur ing the early stages of his reign while
still only a ruler sub ject to the higher
power of Maximin. Af ter Maximin’s death, 
Constantine’s power was so lid i fied and
he was more free to ex press his af fin ity to -
ward Chris tian ity. But un til he at tained
full sta tus as em peror of a largely pa gan
na tion, yet de sir ing to treat all sub jects
with eq uity, he pla cated the pa gans with
hom age to their gods on one hand, while
tak ing care to pro tect the Chris tians on
the other:

As long as Constantine ex er -
cised a lim ited sov er eignty over
the prov inces of Gaul, his Chris -
tian sub jects were pro tected by the 
au thor ity, and per haps by the
laws, of a prince, who wisely left to 
the gods the care of vin di cat ing
their own honor. If we may credit
the as ser tion of Constantine him -
self, he had been an in dig nant

spec ta tor of the sav age cru el ties
which were in flicted, by the hands 
of Ro man sol diers, on those cit i -
zens whose re li gion was their only
crime.… [Constantine] im me di -
ately sus pended or re pealed the
edicts of per se cu tion, and granted
the free ex er cise of their re li gious
cer e mo nies to all those who had
al ready pro fessed them selves
mem bers of the church. They
were soon en cour aged to de pend
on the fa vour as well as on the jus -
tice of their sov er eign, who had
im bibed a se cret and sin cere rev er -
ence for the name of Christ, and
for the God of the Chris tians.6

This is n’t to say that Constantine was
a model Chris tian, or even if he was a
true dis ci ple of Je sus. It is merely to point
out the fal la cious prop o si tion that
Constantine was a de vout pa gan who
merely wanted to bring peace to his realm 
by adopt ing Chris tian ity as the ris ing
power within the Ro man Em pire.

Did Constantine Reject Baptism?
There is am ple rea son to be lieve that

Constantine’s faith was sus pect, or at
least lack ing in many ar eas. The
institutionalization of Chris tian ity un der 
his pro tec tor ate served to de mean the
faith and ren der it largely pow er less spir i -
tu ally if cer tainly not tem po rally. But the
claims of Brown that he did not at least
be lieve that his faith was gen u ine, and
that he was a de vout pa gan his en tire life,
be ing bap tized by the Ro man Cath o lic
Church against his will when he was too
weak to pro test is a fab ri ca tion. There is
no re li able his tor i cal ev i dence to sug gest
this. Rather, he de ferred his bap tism be -
cause he knew he was not suf fi ciently per -
fected in his pro fes sion of Chris tian ity
and feared a re lapse. The re nowned his to -
rian, Ed ward Gib bon, re veals that
Constantine re quested bap tism.

As he grad u ally ad vanced in the 
knowl edge of truth, he pro por -

tion ably de clined in the prac tice
of vir tue; and the same year of his
reign in which he con vened the
coun cil of Nice was pol luted by
the ex e cu tion, or rather mur der,
of his el dest son [Crispus]. This
date is alone suf fi cient to re fute
the ig no rant and ma li cious sug ges -
tions of Zosimus who af firms that, 
af ter the death of Crispus, the re -
morse of his fa ther ac cepted from
the min is ters of Chris tian ity the
ex pi a tion which he had vainly so -
lic ited from the Pa gan [priests]. At
the time of the death of Crispus
the em peror could no lon ger hes i -
tate in the choice of a re li gion; he
could no lon ger be ig no rant that
the church was pos sessed of an in -
fal li ble rem edy, though he chose
to de fer the ap pli ca tion of it till
the ap proach of death had re -
moved the temp ta tion and dan ger 
of a re lapse. The bish ops whom he 
sum moned in his last ill ness to the 
pal ace of Nicomedia were ed i fied
by the fer vour with which he re -
quested and re ceived the sac ra -
ment of bap tism, by the sol emn
pro tes ta tion that the re main der of 
his life should be wor thy of a dis ci -
ple of Christ, and by his hum ble
re fusal to wear the Im pe rial pur -
ple af ter he had been clothed in
the white gar ment of a Neo phyte.7

The Encyclopaedia Brittanica con curs:

The em peror was an ear nest stu -
dent of his re li gion. Even be fore
the de feat of Licinius, he had sum -
moned to Trier the theo lo gian
and polemicist Lactantius to be
the tu tor of Crispus. In later years
he com mis sioned new cop ies of
the Bi ble for the grow ing con gre -
ga tions at Con stan ti no ple. He
com posed a spe cial prayer for his
troops and went on cam paigns
with a mo bile cha pel in a tent. He
is sued nu mer ous laws re lat ing to
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Chris tian prac tice and sus cep ti bil -
i ties: for in stance, abol ish ing the
pen alty of cru ci fix ion and the
prac tice of brand ing cer tain crim i -
nals; en join ing the ob ser vance of
Sunday and saints’ days; and ex -
tend ing priv i leges to the clergy
while sup press ing at least some of -
fen sive pa gan prac tices. 

Constantine had hoped to be
bap tized in the Jor dan River, but
per haps be cause of the lack of op -
por tu nity to do so—to gether pos si -
bly with the re flec tion that his
of fice nec es sar ily in volved re spon -
si bil ity for ac tions hardly com pat i -
ble with the bap tized state—he
de layed the cer e mony un til the
end of his life. It was while pre par -
ing for a cam paign against Per sia
that he fell ill at Helenopolis.
When treat ment failed, he made
to re turn to Con stan ti no ple but
was forced to take to his bed near
Nicomedia. There, Constantine
re ceived bap tism, putt ing off the
im pe rial pur ple for the white
robes of a neo phyte; and he died
in 337. He was bur ied at Con stan -
ti no ple in his church of the Apos -
tles, whose me mo ri als, six on each 
side, flanked his tomb. Yet this
was less an ex pres sion of re li gious
megalomania than of Constantine’s
lit eral con vic tion that he was the
suc ces sor of the evan ge lists, hav -
ing de voted his life and of fice to
the spread ing of Chris tian ity.8

Constantine’s am bi gu ity was at best
the re sult of his def er ence to the ac cepted 
norms of his em pire. He did not re tain
pa gan be liefs him self, but, con trary to his
ear lier pol i cies un der Maximin, banned
most pa gan prac tices, while al low ing mi -
nor ob ser vances.

The reign of Constantine must
be in ter preted against the back -
ground of his per sonal com mit -

ment to Chris tian ity. His pub lic
actions and pol i cies, how ever, were 
not en tirely with out am bi gu ity.
Ro man opin ion ex pected of its
em per ors not in no va tion but the
pres er va tion of tra di tional ways;
Ro man pro pa ganda and po lit i cal
communication were con di tioned, 
by state ment, al lu sion, and sym -
bol, to ex press these ex pec ta tions.
It is sig nif i cant, for in stance, not
that the pa gan gods and their leg -
ends sur vived for a few years on
Constantine’s coin age but that
they dis ap peared so quickly: the
last of them, the rel a tively in of fen -
sive “Un con quered Sun,” was
elim i nated just over a de cade af ter 
the de feat of Maxentius. 

Some of the am bi gu ities in
Constantine’s pub lic pol i cies were 
there fore ex acted by the re spect
due to es tab lished prac tice and by
the dif fi cul ties of ex press ing, as
well as of mak ing, to tal changes
sud denly. The sup pres sion of pa -
gan ism, by law and by the spo radic 
de struc tion of pa gan shrines, is
bal anced by par tic u lar acts of def -
er ence. A town in Asia Mi nor
men tioned the unan i mous Chris -
tian ity of its in hab it ants in sup -
port of a pe ti tion to the em peror;
while, on the other hand, one in
It aly was al lowed to hold a lo cal
fes ti val in cor po rat ing glad i a to rial
games and to found a shrine of the 
im pe rial dy nasty—al though di rect
re li gious ob ser vance there was
firmly for bid den. In an early law
of Constantine, priests and pub lic 
sooth say ers of Rome were pro hib -
ited en try to pri vate houses; but
an other law, of 320 or 321, calls
for their re cital of prayer “in the
man ner of an cient ob ser vance” if
the im pe rial pal ace or any other
pub lic build ing were struck by
lightning. Tra di tional coun try magic 

was tol er ated by Constantine. Clas-
sical cul ture and ed u ca tion, which 
were in ti mately linked with pa gan -
ism, con tin ued to en joy enor mous 
pres tige and in flu ence; pro vin cial
priesthoods, which were as in ti -
mately linked with civic life, long
survived the reign of Constantine.9

So we see that Constantine did not es -
chew bap tism be cause he was a de vout pa -
gan as Brown as serts. But this is not the
only area in which Brown de lib er ately
speaks con trary to the truth about
Constantine’s role in es tab lish ing biblical
doc trine.

DID CONSTANTINE DECLARE
JESUS DIVINE?

The idea that Constantine some how
ruled the “church” and that he was per -
son ally re spon si ble for cre at ing the Bi ble
and de clar ing Je sus di vine is pure drivel
con tain ing no his tor i cal va lid ity. The be -
lief in Je sus’ di vin ity was an ac cepted
truth through out Chris tian ity from the
time of the apostles.

The writ ings of His dis ci ples con sis -
tently af firmed His di vin ity. It has been
gen er ally ac cepted through out his tory
that the Gos pel of Mat thew was writ ten
some time around A.D. 37, just a few years 
af ter Je sus walked the earth. This eye wit -
ness ac count of Je sus’ life and min is try
says this: 

And Je sus, when he was bap -
tized, went up quickly out of the
wa ter. And, look, the heav ens
were opened to Him, and He saw
the Spirit of God de scend ing like
a dove, and light ing upon Him.

And look, a voice from heaven,
say ing, “This is my be loved Son,
in whom I am well pleased.” (Matt 
3:16-17)

Mat thew’s Gos pel also at tests that
Pe ter de clared Je sus to be the Son of
God. And Je sus not only did not op pose
him, He called Pe ter blessed for stat ing
what God had re vealed to him:
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When Je sus came into the
coasts of Caesarea Philippi, He
asked his dis ci ples, say ing, “Whom 
do men say that I the Son of Man
am?”

And they said, “Some say that
You are John the Bap tist, some,
Elias, and oth ers, Jer e miah, or one 
of the proph ets.”

He said to them, “But whom do 
you say that I am?”

And Si mon Pe ter an swered and 
said, “You are the Christ, the Son
of the liv ing God.”

And Je sus an swered and said to
him, You are blessed Si mon Bar
Jona, for flesh and blood has not
re vealed it to you, but my Fa ther
who is in heaven. (Mat thew 16:13- 
17)

This ear li est eye-witness ac count tells
us that Je sus Him self ac knowl edged that
He is the Son of God. The Jews un der -
stood that this par tic u lar ap pel la tion ap -
plied only to di vin ity. This is at tested by
an other eye-witness ac count of the un be -
liev ing Jews charg ing Je sus with blas -
phemy for mak ing Him self God: 

And the high priest arose, and
said to Him, “You an swer noth -
ing? What is it that these wit ness
against You?”

But Je sus held His peace. And
the high priest an swered and said
to Him, “I com mand you un der
oath by the liv ing God, that You
tell us whether You are the Christ , 
the Son of God.”

Je sus said to him, “You have
said. Nev er the less, I say to you,
‘Here af ter You shall see the Son of 
Man sit ting on the right hand of
power, and com ing in the clouds
of heaven.’”

Then the high priest tore his
clothes, say ing, “He has spo ken
blas phemy! What fur ther need do
we have for wit nesses? Look now,
you have heard His blas phemy!”
(Mat thew 26:62-65)

The fol low ing ex change, re corded by
John and writ ten around A.D. 90Älong
be fore the Gnos tic “gos pels” came into

existenceÄis also an eye wit ness ac count
of Je sus de clar ing His di vin ity:

Then the Jews came round about 
Him, and said to Him, “How long
do You make us doubt? If You are
the Christ, tell us plainly.”

Je sus an swered them, “I told
you, and you did not be lieve. The
works that I do in My Fa ther’s
name, they bear wit ness of me.
But you do not be lieve be cause
you are not of My sheep, as I said
to you. My sheep hear My voice,
and I know them, and they fol low
Me, and I give them eter nal life,
and they shall never per ish. Nei -
ther shall any man pluck them out 
of My hand.

“My Fa ther, who gave them to
Me, is greater than all, and no
man is able to pluck them out of
My Fa ther’s hand.

“I and my Fa ther are one.”
Then the Jews again took up

stones to stone Him.
Je sus an swered them, “I have

shown you many good works from 
my Fa ther. For which of those
works do you stone Me?”

The Jews an swered Him, say -
ing, “We do not stone you for a
good work, but for blas phemy,
and be cause You, be ing a man,
make Your self God.”

Je sus an swered them, “Is it not
writ ten in your law, ‘I said, You
are gods?’

“If he called them gods, to whom 
the word of God came, and the
Scrip ture can not be bro ken, do
you say of Him whom the Fa ther
has sanc ti fied and sent into the
world, ‘You blas pheme,’ be cause I 
said, ‘I am the Son of God?’

“If I do not do the works of My
Fa ther, do not be lieve Me. But if I
do, even though you do not be -
lieve, be lieve the works, so that
you may know, and be lieve, that
the Fa ther is in Me, and I in Him.” 
(John 10:24-38)

I must di gress to clear up any mis un -
der stand ing. Je sus’ quote, “I said, ‘You
are gods,’” is not af fir ma tion of the di vin -

ity of all men. He was quot ing from
Psalms 82:6-7:

“I have said, ‘You are gods, and
all of you are chil dren of the most
High. But you shall die like men,
and fall like one of the princes.’”

Je sus was be ing fa ce tious. The He -
brew word trans lated “gods” is elohim,
which ap plied not only to God, but to the 
rul ers and judges of Is rael, God’s cho sen
na tion through which He would send
His Son. All Is ra el ites were con sid ered
sons of God by birth right. But they lost
that birth right through un righ teous ness.
This is why God told them they would
die like men. If all men are di vine, then
why would God say that these men, who
had a di vine birth right, would die like
men? The con text is the chas tise ment of
Is rael’s judges for fail ing to judge righ -
teously, ne glect ing the poor and needy in
fa vor of those who re warded them for
their judg ments. Un for tu nately, dis hon -
est peo ple have taken these words out of
con text and de vel oped a doc trine of the
uni ver sal di vin ity of man kind. This is
what the Gnos tics did.

Fur ther more, to af firm Je sus’ di vin ity, 
John, who tes ti fied of Je sus’ words above,
be gan His Gos pel with the fol low ing dec -
la ra tion that is the bench mark of the
Gos pel.

In the be gin ning was the Word, 
and the Word was with God, and
the Word was God.

The same was in the be gin ning
with God. All things were made
by Him; and noth ing was made
with out Him.

In Him was life, and the life was 
the light of men. And the light
shines in dark ness, and the dark -
ness did not per ceive it.…

That was the true Light, who
en light ens ev ery man that co mes
into the world.

He was in the world, and the
world was made by Him, and the
world did not know Him.

He came to His own, and His
own did not re ceive Him. But as
many as re ceived Him, He gave
them power to be come the sons of 
God, even to them that be lieve on
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His name, who were born, not of
blood, nor of the will of the flesh,
nor of the will of man, but of God.

And the Word was made flesh,
and dwelt among us, (and we be -
held His glory, the glory as of the
only be got ten of the Fa ther,) full
of grace and truth. (John 1:1-14)

When we see the truth of these ear li -
est eye-witness ac counts de clar ing Je sus
di vine and the Cre ator of all things, it is
clear that Brown’s claim is false that “un -
til that mo ment in his tory” (when
Constantine al leg edly de clared Je sus di -
vine) He was viewed by His fol low ers as
noth ing more than “a mor tal prophet.”
That claim is a de lib er ate false hood. Un -
til Arianism arose in the mid dle of the
fourth cen tury the very ear li est eye wit -
ness ac counts all af firmed Je sus’ di vin ity.

Whether one wishes to be lieve the
truth about Je sus’ di vin ity, or wishes to
be num bered among the un be liev ing Jews
that sought to stone Je sus, is up to each
in di vid ual.

All four Gos pels at test to Je sus’ di vin -
ity. And not only the Gos pels, but many
of the apos tles’ let ters to the be liev ers
through out the world at tested to His di -
vin ity.

Writ ing around A.D. 59, Paul wrote
to the Ro man Chris tians the fol low ing: 

For what the Law could not do,
in that it was weak through the
flesh, God send ing his own Son in 
the like ness of sin ful flesh—and
for sin—con demned sin in the
flesh. (Romans 8:3) 

Even lib eral schol ars agree that Paul
wrote the Book of Romans be fore A.D.
60.

Written some time be tween A.D. 50
and 80, Paul’s let ter to the Colossian
Chris tians says this: 

…giv ing thanks to the Fa ther, who 
has made us suit able to be par tak -
ers of the in her i tance of the saints
in light, who has de liv ered us from 
the power of dark ness, and has
trans lated us into the King dom of
His dear Son, in whom we have re -
demp tion through His blood, even 
the for give ness of sins—who is the

im age of the in vis i ble God, the
first born of ev ery crea ture.

For by Him were all things cre -
ated, that are in heaven, and that
are in earth, vis i ble and in vis i ble,
whether they are thrones, or do -
min ions, or prin ci pal i ties, or pow -
ers. All things were cre ated by
Him, and for Him, and He ex isted 
be fore all things, and by Him all
things con sist.

And He is the head of the body, 
the called out, who is the be gin -
ning, the first born from the dead,
that in all things He might have
the pre em i nence.

For it pleased the Fa ther that in
Him should all full ness dwell.…

Be ware lest any man se duce you 
through phi los o phy and vain de -
ceit, af ter the tra di tion of men, af -
ter the ru di ments of the world,
and not af ter Christ. For in Him
dwells all the full ness of the God -
head bodily.” (Colossians 1:12-19; 
2:8-9)

These are only a few of myr iad ac -
counts in both the Gos pels and the Epis -
tles (let ters) to the Chris tians writ ten by
var i ous apos tles, which val i date that the
ear li est Chris tians be lieved in the di vin ity 
of Je sus.

Long be fore Constantine, the Coun -
cil of Nicaea, and the Ro man Cath o lic
Church, those who re ceived the faith di -
rectly from the apos tles wrote of Je sus’ di -
vin ity. Ignatius of Antioch closed his
let ter to Polycarp with these words:

I bid you fare well al ways in our
God Je sus Christ, in whom you
abide in the unity and su per vi sion 
of God. I sa lute Alce, a name very
dear to me. Fare well in the Lord.
(Em pha sis added)

Like most of the apos tles, and many
dis ci ples of Je sus, Ignatius gave his life for 
his tes ti mony. His pre de ces sors were not
fools. If they, be ing eye-witnesses of Je sus’ 
life and min is try, knew they were ly ing,
they would not have given their lives for
some thing they knew to be untrue. But
they went to their deaths, some to prison, 
avow ing that their tes ti mo nies were true.

It is tell ing that, while there are many
early Chris tian lead ers who can be named
that at tested to Je sus’ di vin ity, prior to
Arius who arose in the fourth cen tury,
there are no ma jor fig ures who can be
named that stated otherwise.

Are we to be lieve these men of in teg -
rity who lent their names to their dan ger -
ous tes ti mo nies, or some anon y mous
mem bers of a par tic u lar cult who wrote as 
much as three cen tu ries later?

THE COUNCIL OF NICAEA
Getting back to this fic tion’s claim

that Constantine ruled over the Coun cil
of Nicaea and forced the de ci sion upon it 
to de clare Je sus di vine, his tory re futes it.

To be gin, we must un der stand that
we are re fer ring to Constantine I, em -
peror of Rome, not Pope Constantine
who reigned over the Ro man Cath o lic
Church from A.D. 708 - 715. Constantine
I was never a pope, as some have thought. 
How ever, con trary to the as ser tions of
skep tics, Constantine I was avid in his
Chris tian faith as he un der stood it within 
the con text of the emerg ing hi er ar chi cal
in sti tu tion.

As em peror of a na tion com prised of
var ied re li gious tra di tions, Constantine
took a largely sec u lar ap proach to his du -
ties. While fa vor ing Chris tian ity, he
none the less un der stood the need to pro -
tect and pla cate his non-Christian sub -
jects. His reign was not a the oc racy. Yet it
was upon his com mit ment to his Chris -
tian be liefs that he con vened the Coun cil 
of Nicaea in A.D. 325 in or der to have
Chris tian lead ers from through out his
realm come to con sen sus on cer tain is -
sues that were in dis pute.

Through the early cen tu ries, long be -
fore Constantine and the Cath o lic
Church came into ex is tence, many Chris -
tian lead ers af firmed the di vin ity of Je sus. 
How ever, dur ing the third cen tury, dur -
ing the time that hi er ar chi cal forces were
gain ing strength to even tu ally de volve
into a “uni ver sal” or “cath o lic” church,
there arose Arius, a re li gious leader in Al -
ex an dria, born in Egypt, who de nied the
di vin ity of Je sus and as serted that He was
a cre ated be ing, no more than hu man.
He was able to gar ner a fol low ing suf fi -
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cient enough to chal lenge the ac cepted
be lief in Je sus’ di vin ity.

Arius taught that the Fa ther (God)
had cre ated the Logos as one of His qual i -
ties or pow ers through which He cre ated
the uni verse. He as serted that the Son
was not to be iden ti fied with the God -
head, be ing only a “god” in the de riv a tive
sense, that is, that He was de rived or cre -
ated by the Fa ther for a spe cific pur pose.
Since there was a time that He did not ex -
ist He can not be eter nal.

It was pri mar ily to con front the Arian
teach ings that the Coun cil of Nicaea was
con vened. Arianism bears some re sem -
blance to gnosticism, and arose about the 
same time that the so-called Gnos tic “gos -
pels” were be ing writ ten.

In ter est ingly, al though Brown wishes
to paint Constantine as a ma nip u la tor to
force the doc trine of Christ’s di vin ity
upon the “church,” prior to the Coun cil
Constantine saw no prob lem with
Arius’s teach ings.

…Constantine un der stood his own
age be cause he shared its hea then
in sti tu tions and its hea then class-
feel ing; and Chris tian ity to him
was noth ing more than a mono -
the is tic hea then ism. Arianism
there fore came up to his ideal of
re li gion, and he could not see
what was lack ing in it. The whole
ques tion seemed a mere af fair of
words.

But if the em peror had no spe -
cial theo log i cal in ter est in the mat -
ter, he could not over look its
po lit i cal im por tance. Old ex pe ri -
ences warned him of the dan ger of 
a stir in Egypt; and he had him self
seen with what dif fi culty the re -
volt of Achilleus had been
crushed. These Arian songs might
cause a bloody tu mult any day at
Al ex an dria; and if the Chris tians
went down into the streets, they

could hardly be al lowed to fight it
out like Jews.…

In this tem per Constantine ap -
proached the Arian dif fi culty. His
first step was to send Hosius of
Cordova to Al ex an dria with a
char ac ter is tic let ter to Al ex an der
and Arius. It pres ents “a strange
mix ture of a mas ter’s pride, a
Chris tian’s sub mis sion, and a
states man’s dis dain” (Broglie) But
the very strange ness of the doc u -
ment guar an tees its sin cer ity. If
Eusebius of Nicomedia had any
hand in its des patch (sic), he can -
not have done more than give the
fi nal im pulse to the em peror’s
pur poses. Constantine treats the
dis pute as a mere word-battle
about mys ter ies be yond our reach, 
aris ing out of an over-curious
ques tion asked by Al ex an der, and
a rash an swer given by Arius. They 
were agreed on es sen tials, and
ought to for give each other the
past as our holy re li gion en joins,
and for the fu ture to avoid these
vul gar quar rels.10

Fail ing to bring about rec on cil i a tion
between Al ex an der and Arius, Constantine
decided to con vene a coun cil of “bish ops”
(overseers of con gre ga tions) to set tle the
dis pute. Con trary to Brown’s claim that Je -
sus’ di vin ity was de cided by “a rel a tively
close vote,” there were only two dis sent ers,
in clud ing Arius. The Coun cil of Nicaea
ruled overwhelmingly against Arianism and 
for the doc trine of Je sus’ di vin ity.

Once the Coun cil ruled, Constantine 
backed off his sup port of Arius and sup -
ported the de ci sion com pletely. His aim
was to stave off a ma jor schism that could
wreak po lit i cal havoc within his em pire.
Yet it took over fifty years for Arianism to
be suf fi ciently sub ju gated. Dur ing that
time Constantine’s son, Constantius, fa -
vored Arianism.11

Al though Brown claims that “his to ri -
ans” and/or “schol ars” agree to what he
as serts, his un named “his to ri ans” and
“schol ars” are at odds with what is ver i fi -
able.

Of course, Brown ar gues that his tory
is writ ten by the con quer ors, so the true
his tory has been lost. But if that’s true,
how did he learn it? And what are his
sources? All his ar gu ments are from si -
lence. Hardly worth putt ing one’s trust in.

GNOSTIC ‘GOSPELS’ SUPERIOR?
Dan Brown claims that the four Gos -

pels of the Bi ble are merely a small sam -
pling of some eighty to tal gos pels, and
that those four were in cluded in the
canon of Scrip ture at the ex pense of all
the oth ers be cause the “Church” wanted
to sup press the truth that Je sus was a
mere mor tal. This claim lies at the heart
of all the other claims about Je sus and his
al leged mar riage, as well as his na ture as a
mere mor tal.

“The twist is this,” Teabing
said, talk ing faster now. “Be cause
Constantine up graded Je sus’ status 
al most four cen tu ries af ter Je sus’
death, thou sands of doc u ments al -
ready ex isted chron i cling His life
as a mor tal man. To re write the his -
tory books, Constantine knew he
would need a bold stroke. From
this sprang the most pro found
mo ment in Chris tian his tory.”
Teabing paused, eye ing Sophie.
“Constantine com mis sioned and
fi nanced a new Bi ble, which omit -
ted those gos pels that spoke of
Christ’s hu man traits and em bel -
lished those gos pels that made
Him god like. The ear lier gos pels
were out lawed, gath ered up, and
burned.”12

It is true that Constantine com mis -
sioned Bibles to be pub lished for the ben -
e fit of his sub jects. But the Gos pels of
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Mat thew, Mark, Luke, and John, were ac -
cepted as au then tic by the ear li est Chris -
tians. They are the ear li est eye wit ness
-ac counts of Je sus’ life and min is try. By
say ing, “the ear lier gos pels were out -
lawed,” Brown has de lib er ately dis torted
his tor i cal fact. The Gnos tic “gos pels”
which he cham pi ons, were not “the ear -
lier gos pels.” They were writ ten no less
than one hun dred years af ter Je sus
walked the earth, and most long af ter
that. In con trast, the four Gos pels of the
Bi ble were writ ten from A.D. 37 (Mat -
thew) to A.D. 90 (John). Not only that,
these are eye-witness ac counts of Je sus’
life and min is try, and were ac cepted by
the ear li est Chris tians, many of whom
were also eye wit nesses. That they were
writ ten by the au thors to whom they are
cred ited is fur ther ev i denced by the fact
that their au thor ship was never chal -
lenged by the first-century Chris tians,
many of whom knew them personally.
There are no first-century ac counts that
con tra dict or even chal lenge these four
Gos pels’ ac counts.

In view of the his tor i cally ver i fi able
an tag o nism against Je sus and His fol low -
ers by the es tab lished pow ers of the Jews
in Je sus’ day, there should be myr iad writ -
ten ac counts con tra dict ing the Gos pels.
There are none.

Rab bin i cal Ju da ism has its “tra di -
tions” that call Je sus the il le git i mate son
of a Ro man sol dier, as much later writ ten 
in the Tal mud, but there are no com pel -
ling eye-witness ac counts to chal lenge the
Gos pels.

Which would an ob jec tive ob server
ac cept as more ac cu rate—the ear li est
eye-witness ac counts, or those anon y -
mous writ ings of a pe cu liar hu man is tic
cult writ ten cen tu ries later to pro mote
their par tic u lar phi los o phy?

The Da Vinci Code clearly in tends to
con vince the reader that “the ear lier gos -
pels” were writ ten be fore, and were more
re li able than, the four Gos pels in the Bi -
ble. But again, the Gnos tic “gos pels” do
not pre date the four Gos pels. Nor do

they pos sess any pro phetic in teg rity. They 
nei ther con firm any ful filled proph ecy or
make any proph e cies, let alone any that
have been ful filled. They are not
eye-witness ac counts; they are pe cu liarly
Gnos tic.

For a brief ex pla na tion of gnosticism
see page 17.

THE PRIORY OF SION
One of the main themes of The Da

Vinci Code is that an an cient se cret so ci ety 
known as the “Pri ory of Sion” holds the
key to find ing the Holy Grail. Rob ert
Langdon ex plains about the Pri ory of
Sion to Sophie Neveu:

“I’ve writ ten about this group,”
he said, his voice trem u lous with
ex cite ment. “Re searching the sym -
bols of se cret so ci et ies is a spe cialty 
of mine. They call them selves the
Prieuré de Sion—the Pri ory of Sion.
They’re based here in France and
at tract pow er ful mem bers from all 
over Eu rope. In fact, they are one
of the old est sur viv ing se cret so ci -
et ies on earth.”
Sophie had never heard of them.

Langdon was talk ing in rapid
bursts now. “The Pri ory’s mem -
ber ship has in cluded some of his -
tory’s most cul tured in di vid u als:
men like Bot ti celli, Sir Isaac New -
ton, Vic tor Hugo.” He paused, his 
voice brim ming now with ac a -
demic zeal. “And, Le o nardo Da
Vinci.”

Sophie stared. “Da Vinci was in 
a se cret so ci ety?”

“Da Vinci pre sided over the Pri -
ory be tween 1510 and 1519 as the
broth er hood’s Grand Mas ter,
which might help ex plain your
grand fa ther’s pas sion for Le o -
nardo’s work. The two men share
a his tor i cal fra ter nal bond. And it
all fits per fectly with their fas ci na -
tion for god dess iconology, pa gan -
ism, fem i nine de i ties, and contempt 
for the Church. The Pri ory has a

well-documented his tory of rev er -
ence for the sa cred fem i nine.”

“You’re tell ing me this group is
a pa gan god dess wor ship cult?”

“More like the pa gan god dess
worship cult. But more important,
they are known as the guard ians of 
an an cient se cret. One that made
them im mea sur ably pow er ful.”13

Sounds con vinc ing. But is it true? Is
all this a mat ter of “well-documented his -
tory”?

Well, there re ally was a Pri ory of Sion
which was a Cath o lic mo nas tic or der lo -
cated at the mon as tery of Our Lady of
Mt. Zion in Je ru sa lem. Af ter trans fer ring
its head quar ters to Sic ily, it was ab sorbed
into the Je suit or der in 1617. It had noth -
ing to do with the Knights Templars or
any se cret so ci ety. The idea that it did, or
still does, came about as the re sult of an
elab o rate hoax per pe trated in 1956.

Both the BBC and CBS did spe cial
pro grams de bunk ing the idea of the Pri -
ory of Sion as a se cret so ci ety af ter the or -
der de scribed in The Da Vinci Code. Their
in ves ti ga tions, as well as many oth ers by
in de pend ent his to ri ans, con clude that
there is no truth to Dan Brown’s claims.
The fol low ing ex cerpts from 60 Min utes
re veal the truth:

On a page headed “Fact,” Dan
Brown says that the Pri ory of Sion, 
which is cen tral to the se cret at the 
heart of his book, is a real or ga ni -
za tion. He says that at the
Bibliothèque Nationale in Paris —
the French Na tional Li brary — you 
can find proof that it was founded
in Je ru sa lem at the time of the
Cru sades. That proof is in some
doc u ments known as the Dos siers
Se crets or Se cret Files.

So 60 Min utes de cided to check
out those Se cret Files. The
Bibliothèque Nationale made ex act
cop ies for the 60 Min utes team to
look at be cause they said the orig i -
nals were too frag ile to han dle.

10 www.mediaspotlight.org

13  Ibid., p. 122.



We soon found what we were
look ing for. One doc u ment gives
the his tory of the Pri ory of Sion
dat ing back to the 12th Cen tury,
and there’s a list of Grand Mas ters 
that in cludes such il lus trious
names as Sir Isaac New ton and Le -
o nardo Da Vinci. This in for ma -
tion would be as tound ing —
ex cept for one thing. 

“I do know what was go ing on
in Je ru sa lem in the 12th Cen tury,
I do know. I spent 40 years work -
ing on it and what these peo ple
say — did not hap pen,” says Jon a -
than Riley-Smith, the for mer pro -
fes sor of ec cle si as ti cal his tory at
Cam bridge Uni ver sity and a lead -
ing au thor ity on the Cru sades. 14

French re search ers have ques tioned
the au then tic ity of these se cret files ever
since they were de pos ited in the Biblio-
thèque Nationale in the 1960’s by one Pi -
erre Plantard. 60 Min utes con tin ues:

Dur ing World War II Plantard
was in ves ti gated by the se cret ser -
vices with the con clu sion that “He 
is a young man whose mind—as we 
say in French—is cloudy. He is a fan- 
tasist; he is not a se ri ous per son,”15

One of Plantard’s fan ta sies was
to set up right-wing, anti-Semitic
or ga ni za tions, sim i lar in style to
me di eval or ders of chiv alry. But in 
re al ity these or ga ni za tions ex isted
only on pa per.

Plantard claimed that his or ga -
ni za tion, French Na tional Re -
newal, had 3,000 mem bers. Po lice 
de ter mined that it had only four. 

In 1953 Plantard was given a
six-month sen tence for fraud, but
three years later, he was again set -
ting up a new or ga ni za tion, the
Pri ory of Sion. Ten years later he
gave the Pri ory of Sion a fic ti tious

ped i gree by forg ing what ap peared 
to be an cient doc u ments nam ing
a list of Grand Mas ters and de pos -
it ing it in the Bibliothèque Nationale.
His to rian Claude Charlot, di rec -
tor of po lice ar chives, Paris, France,
says that apart from that list, no
his to rian has found any ev i dence
that the Pri ory of Sion as a se cret
so ci ety with such em i nent Grand
Mas ters ever ex isted be fore Plan tard 
set up his ver sion in 1956.

“In other words, all that Plan tard 
tells us, or what other peo ple tell
us about the Pri ory of Sion — that
the Grand Mas ter was Vic tor
Hugo or Le o nardo Da Vinci — is
sheer in ven tion,” says Charlot. 16

But if the Pri ory of Sion was just 
a fig ment of Pi erre Plantard’s
imag i na tion, what about those
parch ments that men tioned Sion
and were sup pos edly found by the
priest [Abbe Saunière] in his church 
at Rennes Le Cha teau? Bill Putnam 
and John Edwin Wood who have
writ ten a book about the mys tery
say the text in one of the parch -
ments pre cludes them from be ing
gen u ine.

“This one uses a Latin ver sion
of the Bi ble, the Vul gate. There
are a num ber of known ver sions
of this at var i ous times in his tory
and by look ing ex actly at which
words are used and which words
are not used you can tell which
ver sion it is,” Putnam ex plains.

Putnam says this is the ver sion
of the Bi ble used. The only trouble
is, it was n’t pub lished un til 1889,
and [Abbe] Saunière was sup posed
to have found these cen tu ries-old
parch ments well be fore that date.

“So it could not pos si bly have
been around had these parch -

ments re ally been dis cov ered by
Saunière prior to that date,” says
Putnam.

Putnam says it was all just an
elab o rate hoax.

Putnam and Wood say once
again it was Plantard who was re -
spon si ble for that hoax. Hear ing
of the story of Rennes Le Cha -
teau, he de cided to use it for his
own ends and turned to a friend
named Philippe de Cherisey for
help in cre at ing those parch -
ments.

“Philippe de Cherisey was a dif -
fer ent char ac ter al to gether. He
was some thing of a joker. He’d ac -
tu ally been an ac tor and had
played parts in French tele vi sion
and he was fond of puz zles. And
he in vented the parch ments be -
cause he liked puz zles,” says John
Edwin Wood.…17

In spite of these ver i fied facts de bunk -
ing the Pri ory of Sion and the Dos siers Se -
crets, Brown states:

…pre vi ous Pri ory Grand Mas ters
had also been dis tin guished pub lic 
fig ures with ar tis tic souls. Proof of
that fact had been un cov ered
years ago in Paris’s Bibliothèque
Nationale in pa pers that be came
known as Les Dos siers Se crets.

Ev ery Pri ory his to rian and
Grail buff had read the Dos siers.
Cat a loged un der Num ber 4° IM1
249, the Dos siers Se crets  had been
au then ti cated by many spe cial ists
and in con tro vert ibly con firmed
what his to ri ans had sus pected for
a long time: Pri ory Grand Mas ters
in cluded Le o nardo Da Vinci, Bot -
ti celli, Sir Isaac New ton, Vic tor
Hugo, and, more re cently, Jean
Cocteau, the fa mous Pa ri sian art -
ist.18
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At first, when the Dos siers Se crets were
given to the Bibliothèque Nationale by
Plantard, they were re ceived as gen u ine
his tor i cal doc u ments. But long be fore
Brown wrote The Da Vinci Code they had
been de clared forg er ies and dis cred ited.
Yet Brown gives them the im pri ma tur of
“many spe cial ists,” (un named) who “in -
con tro vert ibly con firmed” some thing that 
was never true. What he has done is mix
fact with fic tion and called it all “fact.”
Yes, there was a Pri ory of Sion in the Mid -
dle Ages. But the doc u ments de scrib ing
the Holy Grail that Brown as cribes to the
orig i nal Pri ory are a forg ery of Plantard
and de Cherisey, cre ators of the mod ern
“Pri ory.” They sought to cre ate the idea
that Plantard was a de scen dant of Je sus
Christ by plant ing the Dos siers Se crets with 
the Bibliothèque Nationale.

Tech nically, Brown is tell ing the truth 
when he says, “All de scrip tions of…doc u -
ments…in this novel are ac cu rate.” Yes,
the doc u ments ex ist as de scribed, but they
are forg er ies. Yet peo ple trust that he is
tell ing the truth when he links those
forged doc u ments to a de funct mo nas tic
or der that dis solved cen tu ries ago. So if it
is not a truth, told de lib er ately to mis -
lead, is it not a lie?

DID JESUS MARRY MARY?
The idea that Je sus and Mary Mag da -

lene were wed stems from one pas sage in
a Gnos tic text en ti tled The Gos pel of Philip:

And the com pan ion of the [...]
Mary Mag da lene. [...] more than
[...] the dis ci ples, [...] kiss her [...]
on her [...]. The rest of the dis ci -
ples [...]. They said to him “Why
do you love her more than all of
us?” The Sav ior an swered and said 
to them, “Why do I not love you
like her? When a blind man and
one who sees are both to gether in
dark ness, they are no dif fer ent
from one an other. When the light 
co mes, then he who sees will see
the light, and he who is blind will
re main in dark ness.”

The elipses within the brack ets in di -
cate ar eas where the text is miss ing. In
some cases the miss ing words amount to
en tire paragrpahs and more. Trans la tors
have in serted the words “lips,” or
“mouth” af ter the words “kiss her […] on
her.” This frag mented doc u ment leaves
us with the ques tion, “who kissed whom,
where?” The con text seems to in di cate
that “the Sav ior” loved Mary Mag da lene
more than He did His male dis ci ples. But
did He kiss her on her mouth, or on her
fore head, or on her hand? This proves
noth ing.

The main ar gu ment for Je sus and
Mary be ing wed rests on the word “com -
pan ion.” As Teabing says in Brown’s
novel, “As any Ar a maic scholar will tell
you, the word com pan ion, in those days,
lit er ally meant spouse.”

Is this true? Else where in The Gos pel of
Philip we find these words:

His three fe male com pan ions
were each named Mary (59,6-11),
though he had an ap par ent pref er -
ence for Mary Mag da lene
(63,32-36).

So Je sus had three fe male com pan -
ions, in clud ing His mother! And this ac -
cord ing to the same “gos pel” Brown cites
to prove his point. But the “gos pel” of
Philip proves one thing: the word com pan -
ion did not nec es sar ily mean spouse.

Also, there is no proof that this so
-called “gos pel” was writ ten in Ar a maic:

Scholars de bate whether the
orig i nal lan guage was Syri ac or
Greek. James Rob in son, the text’s
trans la tor, places the date in the
2nd half of the 3rd cen tury and
places its or i gin in Syria due to the 
traces of Syri ac words, east ern bap -
tis mal prac tices and the as cetic
out look.19 

So this was writ ten some 200  years af -
ter Je sus was on the earth. Yet Brown says
that these Gnos tic “gos pels” pre date the
four Gos pels of the Bi ble.

Poor Et y mol ogy To “Prove” A Lie
Brown of ten makes claims that place

Christ or Chris tian ity in a bad light, us -
ing bo gus claims to jus tify them. In one
case he al leges that “the Church” feared
the pa gans and per verted words in or der
to ren der them evil:

Now a days the term pa gan had
be come al most syn on y mous with
devil wor ship—a gross mis con cep -
tion. The word’s roots ac tu ally
reached back to the Latin paganus,
meaning coun try-dwellers. “Pa gans”
were lit er ally unindoctrinated
coun try-folk who clung to the old,
ru ral re li gions of Na ture wor ship.
In fact, so strong was the Church’s 
fear of those who lived in the ru ral 
villes that the once in noc u ous
word for “vil lager”—vilain—came to
mean a wicked soul.20

In truth, the French ar is toc racy con -
sid ered those liv ing in ru ral ar eas to be of
lower rank, and thus, brut ish or vi o lent.
The et y mol ogy of the word vil lain, does
not in dict the “Church.” The On-line Et y -
mo log i cal Dic tio nary says this about “vil lain”:

“base or low-born rus tic,” from
An glo-Fr. and O.Fr. vil lain, from
M.L. villanus “farm hand,” from
L. villa “coun try house” 

“The most im por tant phases of
the sense de vel op ment of this word
may be summed up as fol lows: ‘in -
hab it ant of a farm; peas ant; churl,
boor; clown; mi ser; knave, scoun -
drel.’ To day both Fr. vilain and
Eng. vil lain are used only in a pe jo -
ra tive sense.” [Klein]

Mean ing “char ac ter in a novel,
play, etc. whose evil mo tives or ac -
tions help drive the plot” is from
1822. Vil lain ous is re corded from
c.1300, from O.Fr. vileneus; vil lainy
(c.1225) is from O.Fr. vilanie.

The et y mol ogy for the word “pa gan”
re futes Brown’s claim that “the Church”
changed its mean ing:
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c.1375, from L.L. paganus “pa -
gan,” in clas si cal L. “vil lager, rus -
tic, ci vil ian,” from pagus “ru ral
dis trict,” orig i nally “dis trict lim -
ited by mark ers,” thus re lated to
pangere “to fix, fas ten,” from PIE
base *pag- “to fix” (see pact). Re li -
gious sense is of ten said to de rive
from con ser va tive ru ral ad her ence 
to the old gods af ter the Chris tian- 
ization of Ro man towns and cit ies;
but the word in this sense pre -
dates that pe riod in Church his -
tory, and it is more likely de rived
from the use of paganus in Ro man 
mil i tary jar gon for “ci vil ian, in -
com pe tent sol dier,” which Chris -
tians (Tertullian, c.202; Au gus tine)
picked up with the mil i tary im ag -
ery of the early Church (e.g. milites 
“sol dier of Christ,” etc.). Ap plied
to mod ern pan the ists and na ture-
wor ship pers from 1908. Pa gan ism 
is at tested from 1433.21 (Em pha sis 
added)

We see how Brown takes a truth and
turns it into a half-truth in or der to vil ify
“the Church.” It is true that pa gan ism is
not syn on y mous with devil wor ship, al -
though many of the na ture gods of dif fer -
ing pa gan cul tures are evil spir its that are
to be pla cated with sac ri fices. But that is
the only part of Brown’s state ment that is
in dis put ably true. The rest is spec u la tion
on his part at best.

THE DA VINCI FACTOR
As an al leged Grand Mas ter of an al -

leged se cret so ci ety known as the Pri ory
of Sion, Le o nardo da Vinci is said to have 
hid den clues to the Holy Grail in his art.
Spe cifically, his fa mous “Last Sup per” is
said to be en coded with clues re veal ing
Mary Mag da lene as the Holy Grail.

To de bunk the idea that the Holy
Grail is the cup from which Je sus drank,
Brown has Teabing show ing Sophie a pic -
ture of The Last Sup per in the book, La
Storia di Le o nardo. He then tells her to

close her eyes and imag ine the scene. Af -
ter ask ing Sophie what food Je sus and
His dis ci ples were break ing, eat ing and
drink ing, to which she an swered cor -
rectly, bread and wine, he ask s, “How
many wine glasses are on the ta ble?”

Sophie paused, re al iz ing it was
the trick ques tion. And af ter din ner, 
Je sus took the cup of wine, shar ing it
with His dis ci ples. “One cup,” she
said. “The chal ice.” The Cup of
Christ. The Holy Grail. “Je sus
passed a sin gle chal ice of wine,
just as mod ern Chris tians do at
com mu nion.”

Teabing sighed. “Open your
eyes.”

She did. Teabing was grin ning
smugly. Sophie looked down at
the paint ing, see ing to her as ton -
ish ment that evryone at the ta ble
had a glass of wine, in clud ing
Christ. Thir teen cups. Moreovr,
the cups were tiny, stem less, and
made of glass. There was no chal -
ice in the paint ing. No Holy Grail.

Teabing’s eyes twin kled. “A bit
strange, don’t you think, con sid er -
ing that both the Bi ble and our
stan dard Grail leg end cel e brate
this mo ment as the de fin i tive ar -
rival of the Holy Grail. Oddly, Da
Vinci ap pears to have for got ten to
paint the Cup of Christ.”

“Surely art schol ars must have
noted that.”

“You will be shocked to learn
what anom a lies Da Vinci in -
cluded here that most schol ars ei -
ther do not see or sim ply choose
to ig nore. This fresco, in fact, is
the en tire key to the Holy Grail
mys tery. Da Vinci lays it all out in
the open in The Last Sup per.”22

There are two glar ing mis con cep tions 
here. First, of course each dis ci ple had his 
own cup. They were par tak ing of the Pass -

over sup per, one el e ment of which in -
cluded wine. That does not pre clude Je -
sus from shar ing His cup at the end of the 
meal, which is what the Scrip tures say.

Sec ond, it is not “both” the Bi ble and
the Grail leg end that “cel e brate this mo -
ment as the de fin i tive ar rival of the Holy
Grail.” The Bi ble has noth ing to say
about a “Holy Grail,” sim ply be cause
there is no such thing.

But these fal la cious ar gu ments are im -
por tant to the myth per pe trated by
Brown that the Holy Grail is not a cup or
“chal ice,” but a per son:

Sophie scanned the work ea -
gerly. “Does this fresco tell us
what the Grail re ally is?”

“Not what it is,” Teabing whis -
pered. “But rather who it is. The
Holy Grail is not a thing. It is, in
fact. . . a per son.”23

Af ter a pro tracted and elab o rate ex -
pla na tion of male and fe male sym bol ism
in art, tra di tion ally as cribed to an cient,
es o teric phi los o phy, Langdon states,
“The Grail [the cup sym bol ized by a “V”]
is lit er ally the an cient sym bol for wom an -
hood, and the Holy Grail rep re sents the
sa cred fem i nine and the god dess, which
of course has now been lost, vir tu ally
elim i nated by the Church.” He as serts
that the power of the fem i nine posed a
threat to the male dom i nated “Church,”
so the sa cred fem i nine was demonized.

We are told fur ther that these
“truths” were once deeply held by Chris -
tians and by Je sus Him self, but that the
“Church” per verted them and turned
what was once con sid ered holy into
some thing pro fane.

The “Chris tians” to whom The Da Vinci
Code re fers are the Gnos tics whose “gos -
pels” Brown cham pi ons at the ex pense of
the true Gos pels. And there is cer tainly
no re cord that Je sus “deeply held” any -
thing like these be liefs. His words re -
corded by His dis ci ples con tra dict them.
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The Last Supper
But just how does da Vinci’s The Last

Sup per por tray the Holy Grail as a woman
rather than a lit eral cup? It is the por -
trayal of the apos tle John who is de picted
as seated at the right hand of Je sus, yet
sep a rated by their op po site lean ings. The
Da Vinci Code as serts that it is not re ally
John whom da Vinci placed here, but
Mary Mag da lene. As proof, we are ex -
pected to see the ef fem i nate na ture of the 
fig ure who, with long hair and del i cate
face, also has “the hint of a bosom.”

We have re pro duced The Last Sup per 
below, as well as a de tail of “John” to
illustrate.

Let me say, first, that I do not be lieve
in “sa cred art.” There is no le git i mate
por trayal of Je sus or of His dis ci ples. All
are fig ments of art ists’ imag i na tions.
How ever, it is one thing to por tray a
scene like the Last Sup per, and an other
thing to in ter pret it from one’s own imag -
i na tion as well. Both the art ist and those
who in ter pret rely upon feel ings. So let us 
look at the claims of The Da Vinci Code.

The “V” cre ated by the sep a ra tion be -
tween “Je sus” and “John” is a def i nite de -
par ture from the over all symetry of the
pic ture. This is said to rep re sent the sa -
cred fem i nine and of fer a clue to Mary
Mag da lene’s pres ence in the place of
John.  And there is no doubt that John
ap pears ef fem i nate, but with out a “hint
of a bosom.” 

But did Le o nardo da Vinci re ally in -
tend to por tray Mary Mag da lene as the
Holy Grail? Con sidering that the myth of 
da Vinci’s role as a Grand Mas ter of the
Pri ory of Sion is a fab ri ca tion, and that
the the ory be hind The Last Sup per is
based upon that fab ri ca tion, we can not

just take the mythmakers’ word that
“John” is re ally “Mary Mag da lene.” Nor
can we take any other as pects of the myth
to be true with out the sup port of some
form of em pir i cal ev i dence. That ev i -
dence is sorely lack ing.

But we should at least ad dress these
claims, as I am sure they will be for ever
crop ping up in the fu ture due to the im -
pact of The Da Vinci Code.

To be gin, Brown er ro ne ously calls
The Last Sup per a “fresco.” It is not a
fresco. A fresco is a tech nique in which

the pig ment must be ap plied quickly be -
fore the plas ter dried to avoid any
changes in the com po si tion dur ing the
paint ing stages. A me tic u lous art ist, and
not wish ing to be sub ject to time con -
straints, Le o nardo de vel oped his own
tech nique us ing tem pera on stone.

Is It John or Mary Mag da lene?
Al though the fourth fig ure from the

left is dif fi cult to as cer tain in our poor re -
pro duc tion, he is more dis cern ible in the
paint ing it self. Thus, there are a to tal of
thir teen per sons in the paint ing. We
know that Je sus met with His twelve apos -
tles, and in all ac counts of the Last Sup -
per there is no men tion of any one else
pres ent, let alone any women.
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So why does “John” look so ef fem i -
nate? An im por tant con sid er ation is that
the paint ing as it ex ists to day is to a large
ex tent not what Le o nardo painted. Nu -
mer ous res to ra tions through out the cen -
tu ries have re sulted in what it is to day. It
is so far re moved from the orig i nal ex cept 
in per spec tive and ba sic out lines, that
many art his to ri ans call it a “re paint ing”
rather than a “res to ra tion.”

James Beck, Art His tory Pro fes -
sor at Co lum bia Uni ver sity in
New York, has been a prom i nent
critic of the res to ra tion. He has
called it 18 to 20 per cent Le o -
nardo, and 80% the work of the
re storer. Beck main tains that the
ar eas that have been painted by
Brambilla’s wa ter color es sen tially
re paints the mas ter piece. He as -
serts that the paint ing does not
rep re sent a con ser va tion of what
re mains of Da Vinci’s orig i nal,
but rep re sents a repainting of a
work that does n’t even have an
echo of the past.24

No body re ally knows ex actly how Le o -
nardo painted “John.” Re pro duced here
are de tails of “John” prior to, and af ter
the lat est res to ra tion. Keep in mind that

no less than six res to ra tions had al ready
taken place prior to the last one in  1999.

If one looks at a better de fined, large
photo of “John” prior to the lat est res to -
ra tion one will see that he is def i nitely
por trayed as mas cu line. But there is no
doubt that the lat est res to ra tion ren ders
him as more ef fem i nate. With out get ting
into the heads of those who did the lat est
res to ra tion, we have no idea why this is.

In fact, the lat est res to ra tion met with
harsh crit i cism:

In the run-up to com plet ing her 
restoration of Le o nardo da Vinci’s
The Last Sup per, Dr. Pinin
Barcilon Brambilla at tracted mas -
sive crit i cism. By all ac counts, hers 
has been the most in tol er ant and
hugely in va sive res to ra tion cam -
paign imag in able. She has sys tem -
at i cally ban ished ev ery last trace of 
pre vi ous res to ra tions, in clud ing
Mauro Pellicioli’s much-acclaimed
work of 1951-54, thereby sev er ing
the his tor i cal con ti nu ity of the
mu ral. In the pro cess, she has also
re vealed vast amounts of bare
wall, ren der ing nec es sary the sin -
gle big gest re paint ing of the mu ral
ever un der taken. In terms of its

ar tis tic con se quences, her own
re paint ing mer its harsh crit i cism:
It is by turns fee ble, half-hearted,
in tru sive, unhistorical, and in con -
sis tent.25

Even the col ors that Le o nardo orig i -
nally em ployed have been com pro mised.
Some re stor ers even used the wrong me -
dia in some in stances.

In cred i bly, Brown, via his fic tional
char ac ter Leigh Teabing, says this about
the al leged de pic tion of Mary Mag da lene
in The Last Sup per:

“An other rea son you might
have missed the woman,”
Teagbing said, “is that many of the 
pho to graphs in art books were
taken be fore 1954, when the de -
tails were still hid den be neath lay -
ers of grime and sev eral re stor ative 
repaintings done by clumsy hands
in the eigh teenth cen tury. Now, at 
last, the fresco has been cleaned
down to Da Vinci’s orig i nal layer
of paint.” He mo tioned to the
pho to graph. “Et voila!”

Sophie moved closer to the im -
age. The woman to Je sus’ right
was young and pi ous-looking,
with a de mure face, beau ti ful red
hair, and hands folded qui etly.
This is the woman who sin gle hand edly 
could crum ble the Church?26

Brown has Teabing stating a bold-
faced lie! The “fresco” was not “cleaned
down to da Vinci’s orig i nal layer of
paint.” The orig i nal layer of paint hardly
even ex ists. What ex ists is paint over
paint many times over. And the fi nal coat 
has changed the ap pear ance of “John”
from mas cu line to fem i nine.

But what about the “V” which seems
so prom i nent a sep a ra tion be tween
“John” and “Je sus”? Could this rep re sent
the sa cred fem i nine that to day’s Gnos tics 
so vociferously state?
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Left: “John”
prior to lat est
res to ra tion

Right: “John” 
af ter lat est
res to ra tion

24 Community & the Humanities Dept., University of Pennsylvania, http://ccat.sas.upenn.edu/~lbianco/project/restoration.html
25 Abstract from Zwijnenberg, R.,The writings and drawings of Leonardo da Vinci : order and chaos in early modern thought,

(New York: Cambridge University Press, 1999), cited by The Leonardo da Vinci Society, Leonardo da Vinci Society
Newsletter, editor: Francis Ames-Lewis, Issue 13, November 1998, http://www.bbk.ac.uk/hosted/leonardo/newsnov1998.htm

26 The Da Vinci Code, Op. Cit., p. 263.



To an swer this we must see what Le o -
nardo in tended:

…the Last Sup per’s ini tial ap pear -
ances as Chris tian ico nog ra phy il -
lus trated two main ideas handed
down in the Gos pel texts: ref er -
ence to the be trayal of Je sus Christ 
and the coun ter-motif to the be -
trayal. These ideas were re al ized in 
prior por traits with the im age of
Je sus feed ing his trai tor, Ju das, a
piece of bread dipped in wine, and 
John re clin ing his head against
the breast of the Lord. It was from
this tra di tion, fa mil iar to all pre de -
ces sors, that Le o nardo chose to
de part. His con cep tion of the
theme was com pletely dom i nated
by the idea of bring ing out the an -
nounce ment of the betrayl as the
dra matic cen tral mo tif.27

This is why “John” is not seen lean ing
on “Je sus” as de scribed in John 21:20.

Here is an in ter est ing take on that
verse which may cast some light on the
sit u a tion. Af ter His res ur rec tion Je sus
takes Pe ter aside and tells him how his
life will end.

Then Pe ter, turn ing about, sees
the dis ci ple whom Je sus loved fol -
low ing; which also leaned on his
breast at sup per, and said, “Lord,
who is he that be trays You? (John
21:20)

Is it pos si ble that Le o nardo mis read
this verse? Did he take it to mean that
John was lean ing on Pe ter’s breast (”his
breast”) at the Last Sup per? I re al ize this is 
only spec u la tion, but it is at least as wor -
thy of con sid er ation as all the in ane spec -
u la tion we find in Dan Brown’s The Da
Vinci Code.

Con sidering that Le o nardo painted
“John” lean ing on “Pe ter” in his de pic -
tion, it cer tainly seems plau si ble. But how 
do we know this is “John” and “Pe ter”?
Be cause Le o nardo da Vinci said so. The
apos tles de picted are, from left to right,
Bartholomew, James the less, An drew,

Ju das, Pe ter, John, Thomas, James,
Philip, Mat thew, Thaddeus, and Si mon.
Twelve men, no women, ac cord ing to Le -
o nardo da Vinci.

Nat u rally, Brown and his de fend ers
will say that Le o nardo named them only
to keep hid den the true iden tity of the
Holy Grail, Mary Mag da lene.

But con sider: if it were a woman, why
must it be Mary Mag da lene? Why not the
other Mary or her sis ter Mar tha? Be cause
the spec u la tion of Je sus mar ry ing Mary
Mag da lene is a re cent in ter pre ta tion of
the Gnos tic “gos pel” of Philip. An in ter -
pre ta tion based upon a frag mented text
gen er ated by an anon y mous mem ber of a
hu man is tic cult. There were no sim i lar
in ter pre ta tions of the “gos pel” of Philip
ex tant prior to mod ern times.

It is ob vi ous that this con cept of Mary
Mag da lene be ing mar ried to Je sus and
sur rep ti tiously de picted as the Holy Grail 
in Le o nardo da Vinci’s The Last Sup per is
noth ing but pure fan tasy. An elab o rate
scam per pe trated by the en e mies of Christ 
Je sus to den i grate Him and to rid i cule the 
faith He im parted to His fol low ers.

Yet fool ish peo plegull ible souls
who want to be lieve in their own di vin ity
are buy ing into it in droves. Many, in -
clud ing pro fessed Chris tians, be lieve this
myth. They do not re al ize that they are
im per il ing their eter nal des tiny.

MORE OUTRAGEOUS CLAIMS
His tor i cal nov els are noth ing new.

James Michener is re nowned for his his -
tor i cally ac cu rate as sim i la tion of fic tion
with fact. There are many who are faith -
ful to his tory in their de pic tion of events
and his tor i cal sites while in te grat ing sto -
ries around fic tional char ac ters.

The Da Vinci Code is not one of them.
It is fraught with un sub stan ti ated yet out -
ra geous state ments de signed to give the
im pres sion that its prem ise rests on ver i fi -
able his toric claims. Yet few of them are
ver i fi able, and none are avail able that
would sup port the im por tant claims that

are de signed to de stroy faith in Je sus
Christ and His di vin ity.

Teabing claims that Je sus Christ him -
self made the claim that Mary Mag da lene
is the Holy Grail.28

Sev eral times in The Da Vinci Code we
are told that Je sus’ mar riage to Mary Mag -
da lene is part of the his tor i cal re cord. But 
that is a flat-out lie. Ex cept for a frag -
mented copy of The Gos pel of Philip,
which does n’t say they were mar ried, but
which trans la tors have put words where
none ex ist, there is no his tor i cal re cord of 
such a un ion. Even that does n’t say they
were mar ried. It merely calls Mary Mag da -
lene a “com pan ion” of Je sus, along with
his mother and Mary the sis ter of Laz a -
rus. If there were any thing of real sub -
stance we can be sure Brown would have
cited it. But he did n’t. We’re just sup -
posed to take his word for it.

Al though lack ing in the novel, the
movie ver sion had Langdon play ing
“devil’s ad vo cate” to Teabing’s outlandish
statements. But his ef forts were half- hearted 
at best, and only re sult in Teabing’s po si -
tion be ing so lid i fied. Langdon’s sum ma -
tion of ev ery thing in the film is in per fect
har mony with gnosticism and most
anti-Christ phi los o phy:

Why does it have to be hu man
or di vine? Maybe hu man is di vine.

And maybe it is n’t. But that is not an
op tion for The Da Vinci Code. It is so in -
tent on prov ing an un prov able point that
it gets tire somely re pet i tive.

But that does n’t stop peo ple from
scratch ing their empty heads and won -
der ing if, “Duh, maybe this is re ally the
troot.”

The in cred i ble thing is that peo ple
who be lieve these lies con sider them -
selves “en light ened.” Scrip ture speaks to
them:

Pro fessing them selves to be
wise, they be came fools, and
changed the glory of the in cor -
rupt ible God into an im age made
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like cor rupt ible man, and to birds, 
and fourfooted beasts, and creep -
ing things. There fore God also gave
them up to un clean ness through
the lusts of their own hearts, to
dis honor their own bod ies be -
tween them selves, who changed
the truth of God into a lie, and
wor shipped and served the crea -
ture more than the Cre ator, who
is blessed for ever. Amen.

Who know ing the judg ment of
God, that they which com mit
such things are wor thy of death,
not only do the same, but have
plea sure in them that do them.
(Romans 1:22-32)

Those who take plea sure in nov els
and mov ies like The Da Vinci Code place
them selves un der the same judg ment as
those who pro duce them. Be ware lest you 
find your self in that com pany.

CONCLUSION
There are sev eral books that have

been writ ten to coun ter the claims of The
Da Vinci Code. Some are Ro man Cath o lic 
prod ucts writ ten in de fense of that
church’s in teg rity. Ironically, were it not
for the Cath o lic Church’s his tory of
blood shed and re pres sion of the true
faith, which con tin ues even to day in
some “Cath o lic coun tries” to some de -
gree, the en e mies of God would not have
such a strong po si tion. Nor would there
be so many ea ger to hear their po si tion.

Yet those who know the truth un der -
stand that these things must come to
pass. Je sus said:

Woe to the world be cause of
of fenses! For it is nec es sary that
of fenses come. But woe to that
man by whom the of fense co mes!
(Mat thew 18:7)

This is a so ber ing state ment. Men
such as Dan Brown, Ron Howard, Tom
Hanks, and oth ers in volved in den i grat -
ing Je sus Christ do not re al ize the hor ror
that awaits them. They can not en ter into
the King dom of God when Je sus re turns.

It is not our place to call down fire
from heaven to de stroy our en e mies. We
are to love them and to pray for them.

Let us pray that they will see the truth
and heed the warn ing of Scrip ture:

Re pent there fore, and be con -
verted, so that your sins may be
blot ted out, when the times of re -
fresh ing shall come from the pres -
ence of the Lord, and He shall
send Je sus Christ, who was pro -
claimed to you be fore, whom the
heaven must re ceive un til the times 
of res ti tu tion of all things, which
God has spo ken by the mouth of
all his holy proph ets since the
world be gan. (Acts 3:19-21)

Gnosis is said to be an ex pe ri ence
based upon re al iza tion of one’s
higher Self not through con cepts 

and be liefs, but through re flec tion upon
the “truths” im pressed upon one’s heart.
This is to be ac com plished by ear nest in -
ves ti ga tion into the mys ter ies of Re al ity
aided by higher be ings—Mes sen gers of Light
—who em a nated from the True God. 

Gnosticism is the world-view based
upon the ex pe ri ence of Gnosis.

In a sense, there is no Gnosis
with out Gnosticism, for the ex pe -
ri ence of Gnosis in ev i ta bly calls
forth a world view wherein it finds 
its place. The Gnos tic world view
is ex pe ri en tial, it is based on a cer -
tain kind of spir i tual ex pe ri ence of 
Gnosis. There fore, it will not do
to omit, or to di lute, var i ous parts
of the Gnos tic world view, for
were one to do this, the world
view would no lon ger con form to
ex pe ri ence.29

Gnosticism is see ing a re sur gence
these days, largely as a re sult of the New

As we en coun ter those who have bought
into these lies, let us not lose pa tience
with them, but dem on strate to them the
love of Je sus Christ.

The day is com ing when He will be
vin di cated, and we along with Him. In
the mean time, let’s not for get our po si -
tion as pil grims on this earth dur ing this
pres ent age.

We may take heart in His prom ise
that, when He re turns, we will rule and
reign with Him over the na tions. Our
eter nal des tiny is not heaven; it is the
New Earth wherein righ teous ness will
dwell. With whom will you be num bered
in that day? Those who love Him, or
those who blas pheme Him?v

Age Move ment. It�s con cept of man is
one of di vin ity, and it�s con cept of God
is that He is flawed. We will look at the
var i ous as pects of Gnos tic phi los o phy
as con veyed by Stephan A. Hoeller, a
�Gnos tic Bishop.�

The Cos mos
The world (all of na ture—the uni -

verse) is flawed not be cause of the fall of
man (Adam), but be cause it was cre ated
flawed by a flawed cre ator. There fore, the 
blame for the world’s fail ings, in clud ing
man’s, does not lie with hu mans, but
with the cre ator.

De ity
The True, tran scen dent God ex ists

be yond all uni verses and never cre ated
any thing. He (or It) “em a nated” or
brought forth from within Him self the
sub stance of all that ex ists in all the
worlds—vis i ble and in vis i ble. Thus, Gnos -
tics be lieve that all is God be cause ev ery -
thing con sists of the sub stance of God.

How ever, it is be lieved that many por -
tions of the cre ation have been pro jected
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so far from their source (God) that they
have be come alien ated and cor rupt por -
tions of the di vine es sence.

In ter me di ate de i ties called Aeons ex -
ist be tween the ul ti mate True God and
the lower em a na tions, in clud ing man -
kind. They, to gether with the True God,
com prise the realm of Full ness (Pleroma)
wherein the po tency of di vin ity op er ates
fully.

One of the Aeons, Sophia (“Wis -
dom”), is a fe male de ity. From her em a -
nated a flawed be ing who be came the
cre ator of the phys i cal and psy chic cos -
mos, all of which he cre ated in the im age
of his own flaw. This flawed be ing was un -
aware of his or i gins and thought him self
to be the ul ti mate and ab so lute God. He
did not ac tu ally cre ate any thing, but took
the al ready ex ist ing di vine es sence and
fash ioned it into var i ous forms. He is
called the “Demiurgos” or “half-maker”
who rules over cos mic min ions, the
Archons or “rul ers.”

Man kind
Mankind con tains a per ish able phys i -

cal and psy chic com po nent, as well as a
spir i tual com po nent which is a frag ment
of the di vine es sence, of ten sym bol i cally
re ferred to as the “di vine spark.” Hu mans 
are gen er ally ig no rant of the di vine spark
within them. This ig no rance is fos tered
by the in flu ence of the false cre ator.

Over the cen tu ries hu mans un dergo
an evo lu tion of con scious ness to spir i tual 
free dom and Gnosis via eth i cal liv ing. 

Sal va tion
Gnos tics teach that humans are ig no -

rant of their true or i gins, their es sen tial
di vine na ture, and their ul ti mate des tiny,
and are there fore in ca pa ble of evolv ing
into full spir i tual awareness. They are
caught within their phys i cal ex is tence,
ham pered by the flawed phys i cal uni verse 
from re al iz ing their di vine po ten tial.

Help for hu mans to at tain Gnosis has
come from the ear li est of times by way of

the Aeons, Mes sen gers of Light, which
came forth from the True God.

Within Gnos tic “scrip ture” only a few 
of these “salvific fig ures” are men tioned.
Some of the most im por tant are Seth (the 
third son of Adam), Je sus, and the
Prophet Mani. The ma jor ity of Gnos tics
al ways looked to Je sus as the prin ci ple
sav ior fig ure (the Soter). Salvation was
not accomplished by His suf fer ing and
death, but by His life of teach ing and His
es tab lish ing of mys ter ies.

Gnos tics do not look for sal va tion
from sin, but rather from the ig no rance
of which sin is a con se quence.

Des tiny
Gnosticism does not em pha size the

doc trine of re in car na tion, but it is im -
plicit within most Gnos tic teach ings that
those who have not at tained a lib er at ing
Gnosis will have to be reincarnated. 

Christ and Sophia are said to await
the spir i tual man—the pneu matic Gnos -
tic—at the en trance of Pleroma and help
him to en ter the “bridechamber” of fi nal
re union with the True God. Psy chics may 
be re deemed and live in a “heavenworld”
at the en trance of the Pleroma, but ul ti -
mately, ev ery spir i tual be ing will at tain
Gnosis and will be united with its higher
Self—“the an gelic Twin.” Thus they will
be qual i fied to en ter the Pleroma.

Works
Gnos tics do not be lieve in a sys tem of

rules. They be lieve that these orig i nate
within the Demiurge and are de signed to
serve his pur poses.

True mo ral ity con sists of an in ner in -
teg rity aris ing from the il lu mi na tion of
the in dwell ing di vine spark.

Mo ral ity must be viewed pri mar ily in
tem po ral and sec u lar terms, al ways sub -
ject to changes and mod i fi ca tions in ac -
cor dance with the spir i tual de vel op ment
of the in di vid ual. This is sit u a tion eth ics.

Gnosticism en cour ages non-attach-
ment and non-conformity to the world

(be ing in the world, but not of the world). 
It en cour ages also a lack of ego tism and a
re spect for the free dom and dig nity of
oth ers. But it is up to ev ery in di vid ual
Gnos tic to “dis till” from these prin ci ples
their own per sonal ap pli ca tions.

DE PAR TURES FROM TRUE FAITH

Ar thur Ed ward Waite, a Free ma son
who de signed the best-known Tarot deck
says this:

The Gnos tic sects, the Arabs,
Alchemists, Templars, Rosicrucians, 
and lastly the Free ma sons, form
the West ern chain in the trans -
mis sion of oc cult sci ence.30

The Gnos tics were the first to di vide
the na ture of the Je sus into two parts—
“the one Je sus, a mor tal man; the other,
Christos, a per son i fi ca tion of Nous, the
prin ci ple of Cos mic Mind. Nous, the greater, 
was for the pe riod of three years (from
bap tism to cru ci fix ion) us ing the fleshly
gar ment of the mor tal man (Je sus).”31

Gnosticism is in com pat i ble with bib -
li cal truth. There is lit tle doubt that some
first-century Gnos tics called them selves
“Chris tians,” much as mem bers of Sun
Myung Moon’s Uni fi ca tion Church,
Je ho vah’s Wit nesses, and Mor mons con -
sider them selves Chris tians. The is sue
boils down to this: did the first-century
Chris tian lead ers who sep a rated the bib li -
cal texts from oth ers which claimed to be
gos pels do an in jus tice to truth? Did they
pick and choose based upon their per -
sonal con vic tions de void of hon esty and
in teg rity, leav ing out cer tain truths that
have been lost to man kind for al most
2,000 years? Or did they base their judg -
ments upon ob jec tive, em pir i cal ev i dence 
that ne ces si tated that sep a ra tion?

Care ful read ing through all of Scrip -
ture re veals a co he sive ness with which
gnositicism is out of sync. If one re jects
the Bi ble, one re jects Je sus and, there -
fore, he rejects God.v
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tions of the di vine es sence.

In ter me di ate de i ties called Aeons ex -
ist be tween the ul ti mate True God and
the lower em a na tions, in clud ing man -
kind. They, to gether with the True God,
com prise the realm of Full ness (Pleroma)
wherein the po tency of di vin ity op er ates
fully.

One of the Aeons, Sophia (“Wis -
dom”), is a fe male de ity. From her em a -
nated a flawed be ing who be came the
cre ator of the phys i cal and psy chic cos -
mos, all of which he cre ated in the im age
of his own flaw. This flawed be ing was un -
aware of his or i gins and thought him self
to be the ul ti mate and ab so lute God. He
did not ac tu ally cre ate any thing, but took
the al ready ex ist ing di vine es sence and
fash ioned it into var i ous forms. He is
called the “Demiurgos” or “half-maker”
who rules over cos mic min ions, the
Archons or “rul ers.”

Man kind
Mankind con tains a per ish able phys i -

cal and psy chic com po nent, as well as a
spir i tual com po nent which is a frag ment
of the di vine es sence, of ten sym bol i cally
re ferred to as the “di vine spark.” Hu mans 
are gen er ally ig no rant of the di vine spark
within them. This ig no rance is fos tered
by the in flu ence of the false cre ator.

Over the cen tu ries hu mans un dergo
an evo lu tion of con scious ness to spir i tual 
free dom and Gnosis via eth i cal liv ing. 

Sal va tion
Gnos tics teach that humans are ig no -

rant of their true or i gins, their es sen tial
di vine na ture, and their ul ti mate des tiny,
and are there fore in ca pa ble of evolv ing
into full spir i tual awareness. They are
caught within their phys i cal ex is tence,
ham pered by the flawed phys i cal uni verse 
from re al iz ing their di vine po ten tial.

Help for hu mans to at tain Gnosis has
come from the ear li est of times by way of

the Aeons, Mes sen gers of Light, which
came forth from the True God.

Within Gnos tic “scrip ture” only a few 
of these “salvific fig ures” are men tioned.
Some of the most im por tant are Seth (the 
third son of Adam), Je sus, and the
Prophet Mani. The ma jor ity of Gnos tics
al ways looked to Je sus as the prin ci ple
sav ior fig ure (the Soter). Salvation was
not accomplished by His suf fer ing and
death, but by His life of teach ing and His
es tab lish ing of mys ter ies.

Gnos tics do not look for sal va tion
from sin, but rather from the ig no rance
of which sin is a con se quence.

Des tiny
Gnosticism does not em pha size the

doc trine of re in car na tion, but it is im -
plicit within most Gnos tic teach ings that
those who have not at tained a lib er at ing
Gnosis will have to be reincarnated. 

Christ and Sophia are said to await
the spir i tual man—the pneu matic Gnos -
tic—at the en trance of Pleroma and help
him to en ter the “bridechamber” of fi nal
re union with the True God. Psy chics may 
be re deemed and live in a “heavenworld”
at the en trance of the Pleroma, but ul ti -
mately, ev ery spir i tual be ing will at tain
Gnosis and will be united with its higher
Self—“the an gelic Twin.” Thus they will
be qual i fied to en ter the Pleroma.

Works
Gnos tics do not be lieve in a sys tem of

rules. They be lieve that these orig i nate
within the Demiurge and are de signed to
serve his pur poses.

True mo ral ity con sists of an in ner in -
teg rity aris ing from the il lu mi na tion of
the in dwell ing di vine spark.

Mo ral ity must be viewed pri mar ily in
tem po ral and sec u lar terms, al ways sub -
ject to changes and mod i fi ca tions in ac -
cor dance with the spir i tual de vel op ment
of the in di vid ual. This is sit u a tion eth ics.

Gnosticism en cour ages non-attach-
ment and non-conformity to the world

(be ing in the world, but not of the world). 
It en cour ages also a lack of ego tism and a
re spect for the free dom and dig nity of
oth ers. But it is up to ev ery in di vid ual
Gnos tic to “dis till” from these prin ci ples
their own per sonal ap pli ca tions.

DE PAR TURES FROM TRUE FAITH

Ar thur Ed ward Waite, a Free ma son
who de signed the best-known Tarot deck
says this:

The Gnos tic sects, the Arabs,
Alchemists, Templars, Rosicrucians, 
and lastly the Free ma sons, form
the West ern chain in the trans -
mis sion of oc cult sci ence.30

The Gnos tics were the first to di vide
the na ture of the Je sus into two parts—
“the one Je sus, a mor tal man; the other,
Christos, a per son i fi ca tion of Nous, the
prin ci ple of Cos mic Mind. Nous, the greater, 
was for the pe riod of three years (from
bap tism to cru ci fix ion) us ing the fleshly
gar ment of the mor tal man (Je sus).”31

Gnosticism is in com pat i ble with bib -
li cal truth. There is lit tle doubt that some
first-century Gnos tics called them selves
“Chris tians,” much as mem bers of Sun
Myung Moon’s Uni fi ca tion Church,
Je ho vah’s Wit nesses, and Mor mons con -
sider them selves Chris tians. The is sue
boils down to this: did the first-century
Chris tian lead ers who sep a rated the bib li -
cal texts from oth ers which claimed to be
gos pels do an in jus tice to truth? Did they
pick and choose based upon their per -
sonal con vic tions de void of hon esty and
in teg rity, leav ing out cer tain truths that
have been lost to man kind for al most
2,000 years? Or did they base their judg -
ments upon ob jec tive, em pir i cal ev i dence 
that ne ces si tated that sep a ra tion?

Care ful read ing through all of Scrip -
ture re veals a co he sive ness with which
gnositicism is out of sync. If one re jects
the Bi ble, one re jects Je sus and, there -
fore, he rejects God.v
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31  Manly Palmer Hall, The Secret Teachings of All Ages, Ibid., p. LXXXVI.


